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The views and conclusions expressed 1in this
document are those of the author. They are
not intended and should not be thought to
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policies of any agency of the United States
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PREFACE

This 1is a book analysis of How NATO Weakens the West by
Melvyn BR. Frauss. NATO was formed after WW II to protect
Western Europe from the Soviets and allow Western Europe to
recover economically fram  the war instead of investing in
detenze. The United States provided that defence. Now, after
ovaer thirty years from its inception, Mr . Frauss, like many h
others, are ass2rting the Alliance does not benefit the Unit=d
States any longer. In fact, he contends it is & liability
since the allies do not pull their lopad. So, this analysis
will amnalyze his reasons +or withdrawing +from NA&ATO, the
possible effects of withdrawal and the development, and
reasoning of his argument. Finally, it will close by giving a
general opinion on data presention in bookse o2f this kinrd. This
analysis will proceed in the following manner.

Chapter one is a short biecgraphy of Melvyn BE. Frauwss. It
brings forth interesting facts that will a&aid in amalvzing his
assertions and recommendation.

Chapter two is a guick synopsis of the boolk. It presente the
three primary pieces of evidence Frauss uses to arrive att his
conclusion and the conclusion itself.

Chapter three is an analysis of KFrauss’s evidence. Attemplas
were made to give two sides to sach argument and then arrive at
an interim summary on each one.

Chapter four is a critique and analysis of the book s crganiza-—
tional effectiveness and his conclusion. It also pre
critics’ views of Mr. Hrausz"s work.

Chapter five sums up the previous four chapters. Tt gives my
recommendation, conclusion, and more importantly, a percephion
readers should watch for when reading any material. For
I
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY A

Part of our College mission is distribution of the A
students’ problem solving products to DoD
sponsors and other interested agencies to

bl enhance insight into contemporary, defense
) related issues. While the College has accepted this

e ‘ product as meeting academic requirements for

1y graduation, the views and opinions expressed or
SN implied are solely those of the author and should
gt not be construed as carrying official sanction./

—_‘‘insights into tomorrow”

b
CE
s REPORT NUMBER  ss-1s0s

,v"-s AUTHOR(S) MAJOF WILLIAM F. KUERZ, USAF

. " ~ TITLE Doss NATD Weaken the U.S.7
AN ' ' T ) - 4 ,

S 1. Froblem: To determing the effectivernsss of! Melwvyrn
‘:t: Krauss®™ argument in his book?'How NATO Weakens the HQEL“
L '-:;s*
:“& II. ObJdectives: To solve the problem, a stair-step approach
)' was taken., The steps wers: a background on the author, # boo:
o Synopsis, analysis of Melvyn Erauss® evidencs, and conclasion
y‘, and other opinions of the book.
ey )
&'j ITI. Discussion of Anzlysis: Mr. Frauss uses thress  ssJor
*" arguments to  convince  the reader MNATD  weakerns  the J. 3,
i financially and politically. First, he shows the U.9
) fimancial burden—-sharing is far and above thabt of the allies.
:ﬁw Second, e ewplalns  how BEwropeans are using debente to  the
.m* detriment of "ow" defernse, loaastly, he gxplains how Hhe 05,
:?$ is out on a political limb withoob allisd support. - Fesess o
“&4 viazs first accompliskhed Lo see i#;fhese>argumeﬁtﬁ wibt e b,
-~ Ther, arn analysis was made on his conclusion af & .5, L Talel
e withdrawal from Euraope.
Rin
f E IV. Findings: Although the facts concerning his evidence were
."ﬁ true, the application of the evidence waz pgarcephuzl. T s
u;\ argument was strictly one from a U.5. point of view, e mads
-" but frem a very biased and sheltered position. His o conoloasion
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& .
b¢h showed a lack of foreign policy and military background. He
f\. used economic theory to resolve an international problem. ~:. "%,
& ﬁ V. Conclusion: Mr. Krauss made a poor overall argument for a
AR] U.S. troop withdrawal from NATO Europe. . He delved into
[{ international politics with an economic argumant. o
[\
A
-: VI. FRecommendation: How NATQ Weakens the West would make
sﬁ: adequate preparatory reading for a military or international
5 _ affairs student. It will give the reader a definite point of
A view concerning NATO's troubles and reinforce, by a bad

example, the need for better writing organization. ‘
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Chapter One

THE AUTHOR, MR. MELVYN E. ERAUSS

~SEM VPR S

o

Before analyzing any work, you first need to know where
the author is coming from, his background, and any preconcei .=d
notions he had when he wrote the book. This can have,
especially in this work, an important influence on the point
being made.

" X Y N

Melvyn E. KErauss received a FHD in economics from New York
niversity (NYU) in 19&8. He is ann 2conomics instructor at New
York University; a menbar of the economics faculty, BOLOGNA
CENTEF  at  Johns Hopkins University via Eelmeloro Bologna,
Italv: has authored numerous articles; and been a member of
many boards on  international fiscal policy, finmance , and
international trade. (1:294)

o

e

Concerning How Nato Weakens the West. FKrauss said in a
phora - conversation he did not have any bias when writing the
bootk. He thinks he knows Europeans very well as an American.
) He was in Amsterdam, Holland, and Italy, married to a
Hollander, and taught in Europe. He believes Eurapean
politicians canrn’t sell increased defense spending because U.S.
troops are there. He says he is against the current INF
proposed agreement unless Euwrope increases 1its defense

zpending. (28:--)

[ Rl AN

> ao

g

- -

A key point he made in the phone conversation did illumin-
ate a bias and put the book's contents in a better perspective.
This was his first book which related to foreign policy, and,
admittedly, he used an economist argument. {(28:—-) He is an
ardent supply—-side economist and is disenchanted with
additional military spending.

>y -
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W Chapter Two
i
N SYNOFSIS OF HOW NATO WEAKENS THE WEST
hm
V) Eirauss® general premise is the U.5. should withdraw from
iwﬁ NATO for three reasons: the U.S. is paying an inardinste amount
lk. of the defenzive costs, the Europeansz are still using detentes
-ﬁy as a defense to the detriment of the Alliance, and the
-y Europeans do not politically back the U.3. when they are nesded
*ﬁ: moskt, After stating his opinion on the U.3./NATO relationship,
he muvzs his sights bto the Facific and uses the same loglic with
2 2ur forzes in Korea and Japanese "frzeloading. ! This anaslyzis
Vﬂ: will corzentrate on the U.Z.7 MNATO relaticonship orily.
i Firnally, Frauss provides g with a solution, a troop wiithdrawal
) from Europe.
T
i First he analyzes the costse invelved Ffor the U.5S. to
o support  NATO. The price for forward defense iz difficult to
}Qr specity since "the forces the lnited States keeps in Europe are
;}ﬂ 2nly abaout one-third of the forces it maintains for the support
qﬁt ot NATO." {(7:320) Of the 2241 billion the WU.8. zpent in 158& on
) its 'general purpose" forces, $1734°'billicn is the estimate for
' NATO. (7:20) By withdrawing forces he asserts, the U.5. can
00 pay for the Strategic Defense Initiative (S.D.I.) at an
TN estimated cost of $&0 billion and put %74 billion towards the
.Sj U.S. deficit. (7:31) This $134 billion may ev=an be an
41, vunderestimation since systems such as the Fershing missiles
i were developed for the Europeans not for the U.5. This iz Just
) one of many possible "hidden'" costs buried in the defense
&-- budget.
SN
193 He continues his cost argumen: by reflecting on how we got
<\ in this predicament and then pressnts a recent eosupense
ﬁ:& comparison. The lack of Euwropean defense spending Was
encouraged by the U.S. fram NATO s irmception. The U.S. WAas
A paying +or Ewope’s defense aftter the war so it could recover
hh eccnomically, and, then, these nuclear umbrella the U.5. providsd
5{\ prior tao the garly 19246073 "encouraged Europe to economize on
w ] its conventional forces,” (7:21) This was the time when the
"@: U.s. had the strategic nuclear advantage. For the vyear 19384,
. he shows the gross domestic product (GDF) of the U.3. was only
‘3) 10% greater thanm that of MNATO Europe, but the U.35. zhare of
S NATO defens= sgpending was more than double that of the
*r Euraopeans. (7:18)
o
‘ﬂf His second point is after the U.S. nuclear umbrella became
"’ . less creditable, the Europeans have relied upon "detenta as
ot
oy z
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dJefense. " In other words, the Soviets would be tied more
closely to “he economic well-being of Western Europe through
increased trade with them. He says during the 1970°s when the
U.S. was decreasina its defense spending, although it could
be said the U.5. was winding down from Vietmnam, the Europeans
shouwld have increased theirs to pick up the slack. Instead,
they relied upon detente. He completes the loop by surmising

that since the Europeans are feeding the Soviet "war-—machine,
then the U.S. must increase its defense spending to counter i1t,
It is a vicious circle of: we aid the Europeans, the Europeanc
subsidize the Soviets, the Soviets become more formidable, and
then we have to increase our defense spending. The U.5. pays
twice, He gives two examples of European detente at work: the
consortium which sent equipment for the Soviet pipeline and
West Garman trade with the East. {(7:--)

Finmally, the peolitical disunity or the lachk of European
suppart  for the U.S. is tugging at the Alliance’™s abili t/ to
survive, He puts forth numerous examples: the European wish
for neutrality, Wezt German reunification, European 1Qar5 to
Foland when the U.S. was taking a firm stand, lack of consensus
on Libyan economic sanction and the bombing, the Achille Lauro
affair where Italian and U.S. troops were about to go tae-to
toe and an international criminal was allowed tao go free, the
lack of political support when the U.S. invaded Grenada, the
German resemtment towards the .S, for its continued occupation
after WW II, and finally the French paying nothing inte the
Alliance but reaping its defense rewards. (731—-) All these
issues should make the U.S. wonder why we continue to prop  up
the Alliance. We support them but don*t get any dividends in
return.

He concludes by suggesting the U.S. decrease 1its NATO
Fen”E spending and begin a five-year phased withdrawal of
.=, troops, (7:2273 The Eurcopeans, by the law of supply-and-
demand, will increase their defense spending. This is what the
Soviets fear most, a unified Eurocpean continent, and 1t can
only be done if "Big Brother", the U.S5., 13 gone.
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A Chapter Three

:t EXAMINIMNG THE CLAIMS
Ko
v ) In analyzing kKrauss®™ contentions, this author will examine
09 them in the same order as the previous chapter: financial
:‘h burden—-sharing, perceptions of detente, and political disunity.
.f“ To do this. the basic claim(s) will first be re-stated and then
'Hﬂ evidence/opinion for and against his position will be
LA presented.
N Krauss believes the U.5. is spending too much for the
NS defense of Europe. He first uses Earl C. Ravernal *s, af the
:ﬂ Cato Institute, figure for 198& saying the U.S. spends #1724
ﬂk billion on general purpose forces in NATD and then equat=s this
QV to a savings of %67 billion if cur conventional forces are
i withdrawn. (Fentagon overhead costs are assumed half of all
o expenditures.? His maijor argument on burden-sharing though, is
R’: the interpretation of two charts from Secretary of Defense
! Weinberger®s FReport oo Allied Coniribution to the Common
-0 Defense to Congress in March 1985. Thease are baszed on "Rate of
" Defeznse spending  to GDF" and "Growth in Defense Spending of
NATDO Countries." He shows the 1.8, ranks first .in defense
**, spernding <chare/GDF share ratio with the first chart. In the
) second one, he shows the low number of countries that attained
) 3 the agreed upon T percent real increase in defense spending per
|JN YRAr . The allies, he concludes, are not pulling their load.
A (72>
)
ﬁ\ It is difficult to dispute the %174 billion figure since it
¢$ is an estimate as is the $57 billion savings. (Some say the
' expencs=z is F140 billion. 27:70) He's in the ball park.) The
~ charts he presents from the Sec. of Defense’s report, this
f__ author assumes, are correct since they were unavalilable +for
analysis. In any case, contention is not with the charts but
e their interpretation of burden—-sharing. Rep. Fat Schroeder
':{ while agreeing with krauss® thesis said in  1987: "It seems
sl absolutely preposterous that we should be underwriting the
':ﬁ national security costs of our economic competitors, e and
03§ losing our economic independence as a result....” (15.:16)
L}
&“ In the same article, it quotes "administration analyses do
'fb _ confirm an imbalance of effort." (1%:16 Arnother person on
- Frauss® side said:
".
A Its (NATD allies) cembined population and GMF (Gross
i X ) Matiaonal FProduct) Nnow rceed that of the United
o
e
n:':‘
::fj: \
N i
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::&: States.... By my calculations 1in constant 1986
gﬂ}. dollars, the United States has contributed roughly
NN $1.1 triltion dollars more than its equal share since
S 1961, (22:7)
o e
,,k To show tle other side of the coin, Michael Finsley pcints
‘za out that "figuring in reserves, the Europesns have a larger
’*;\ fraction of their population ready for battle tharn we do ...."
ﬁﬁ:ﬁ (17:AZT) Arother NATO supporter presents the opinion/fact
) that milirtary spending is not an adequate gauge and there are
o intangibles of military emxercises being held in their country
iy and installations and areas provided to perform exercises that
s, do not have a price tag. (14:AZ73) From the European point of
b : R : _ ) - :
3 view, one i1ndividual said burden—-sharing is always put 1in
'g‘ tinancial terms. "Too otftten, however the concept has been
given toco narrow a definition, reflecting mainly U.5. views and
oy queries, ” (B:24) They put forth the argument that they
ﬁyj provide "0 to 935 percent of the ground forces, 80 to 85
ﬁ{- percent of the tanks, 80 percent of the cambat aircraft and 70
T percent of the fighting ships." (2:32) So. how is the burden-—
MY, sharing issue resolved?
o .
ol To present vyou with the absolute answer for these
A differences in defense spending perceptions, this author can
};ﬁ think of no better spurces thanm a report completed by, to name
fjk Just one, the Congressional Research Service, and Secretary of
A Defense Weinberger's report on "Allied Contribution %o the
e Common Defenseg! in March 1987. The Congressianal report says
x}: it's difficult but it depends on whether vou're measuring input
1 or output. Input is the "total expenditure of defense,
ﬁk percentage of GLOF, per capita expenditures, and percentage of
$S, National budget." QOutput is the ‘"percentages allotted to
: - certain key areas and the capabilities purchased in terms of
D) manpower and equipment." Then, they add the big "however."”
N The previous figures may not be accurate because of:
b& "variability in exchange rates, definitional problems, measure-
Qﬁh ment based on GDF or per capita, measurement of single year
}Q? performance, distortions due to tax structures, no indication
b : of how the money is spent, e and many more. (26:15-16) If
this doesn’t convince you this is an exact science, they add
0& one moare sentence. "The concept of burden—-sharing ... is
:'ﬁ highly complex and frequently subjiective process." (25:17)
&q (Underlin= is my emphasis.) The Sec. of Deferse agreed with
.ﬁ. this premise in his rzport by saying, "There is no single
j}g indicator which can serve as an  adequate basis  for  the
. - asesessment of equitable burden-—sharing." (24:1) Nor is there
: 7 any "agreed upon mathematical formula.' (24:17) In a 17834
,:; Congressional Hearing, he said "Moreover, no single criterion
,&g is adequate to define equitable burden-sharing." (25 :538)
¢
,,:' As you can sea, it ig difficult for one to take sides when
arguing whao pays the maost for defense. Ferceptions play a

,'s:.’! 6
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N major role 1n the burden-sharing controversy. Since the
b financial argument appears clouded, Frauss view of detente
s maybe clearer. (The charts Krauss used were from the 19895
: . report. The narrative guoted was from March 1982. This author
N would assume the same explanation of burden-sharing was in the
z& later report but Erausz decided to leave it out to enhamce his
:‘;3 argument) .
ﬁ“ Frauss defines detente as the West’'s way to "“tame the
v ) Saoviet beast" or "a policy to bribe the Soviets not to  invade
W Western Europe." (7:22) He contends the Europeans use detente
;:Q to get what they want from the U.5. EBEefore ezamining the
Ao~ pipeline issue and German trade with the East, let’z  examine
’{h detente,
The real maaning —f detente 1 s; "eacing the strz--a=d
. relation betwsen states, relaxation of tensions.” T2
“jv Frauss E YOu Can see, dzvel cped two right w3 definitiorns
el o7 deterts. The ).5. zaw detents a3z brirmging the Soviet Union
¥y "ints  the community of responsible S ations" and on a2  clabal
&ﬁ soale. (T2 In the same vein, "under Nixorn ard Kissinger
detentz zvolved into mansgsment of East-West ralztionz." (2:61)
LS But the Wezt Ewopeans, zspetiall . France, 3aw it in terms of
‘}ﬂ "practical and huaman  aims." (2:62) "The Europesns saw 3@
;ﬁ 2-line in 1denlaogy in Eastern Euwope ....," maore ecocomic
~r minded leaders in th2 Zast, and the Soviet Union =asing their
'ﬁ tight reign on the East to the political and economic benefits
of those countries. (4:77,134) They could not see butting
g heads with the Soviets achieving anything but hindering their
;,ﬁ humanitarian and economic aims. (4: 160) Afnd Germany, who in
:ﬁ the 19207 s saw 17 million f=llow Germans behind Lhe "curtain,"
v saw detente as a mettod to "re—emphaszize the shared cultoral
,fb heritage, :nterests =snd sympathies, and cormon responsibilitiss
) for pesacs in Eiv-ope.” (2:22,4:7215 Finally, Fresident Cliar’
'Zf de bGzalle saw detente as a way for Euvrops to hecone a foro- b
] i1tsel f. (2220 In summnary, like beaut,, detentz is
;i ot the behaolder. In gernersl thoazh, the YU.5. saw it
<p$ and the Ewropeans saw it as continenbtal o even oounbes,
5 Regarding khs pipeline ivsue, e G, varmrtenl  the
0 Europeans to  stop the s.pp-rbing the Sovieh gas pipeliss o
.sﬂ Western Europe <£7v  kFwo reasons: o opease Yhe Fliona omE b oagr
:.f curr=z=ncy ta the Easht smd b bo increase BEurope’s “zoondeoace or
ﬂ% or wvulnerability to imts, T nce the Europeans == guuch
A more deps=ndent *tan the U.S. an the Third Worl 4 e pebool 2um,
i« they saw the pipeline as 2 diversificatican ot ippl Ler s,
i (Z:S50-%1 Alen, the BEuropear view of “he pipeline embargo |
= "..eit is harder for Turopea fhan for the "'mited 3tat ;
’ﬁc implement  sanctions. " (1131670 e Germans in 157848 put hisie
r' reliance on Eashtern trade at 200,000 bdobz. (4: 7T AN E=mhar 0
}h could be a disastrous political snodsavor., Evern in the thsoe o
iM ‘ States, the farm lobby had an imper Fant oS luesnee on Fross . eend
e
I 5
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'ﬂé Reagan’s lifting of the grain embargo in 1981, {11:67)
-{- Resides, the Germans remembered 19262 when the 1J.5. enconraged a
E e trade embargo against the Soviet Union, and they abid=1 by
' ceasing the export of steel pipe. They also =uffered the
TR consequences when the Soviets got the pipe =slsewheres: Japsan acd
A@ Sweden. (11:66-67) They were not zabout to get borned =zgain.
Ee.d Fresident Mitterand of France encouraged Euwopeans nob Lo
~ﬂﬁ follow the U.S. He saw a chance for the French to becoee the
N "spokesperson  for Europe." (2:210) The pipeline issue w@ems
‘) to have many sides.
i1/
4 When speaking of ths general trade issue with the East,
| N‘ Frauss neglected to present the cormplicated trade percephtions
%’ concerning West Germany and the United States. Weset Bermany
“6} began trade with the Eastern zaone while the alliss were still
) negotiating the division of Germany. (4:2%) In fact, Germean
M trade with the East is now equal to its trade with Duitzerl and,
L both a very small percentage of its total exports. (Z:ay TL
o accounts for  "only about 9.06 percent of itz  annual  greoss
‘ domestic produck.” (4:47) In contrast, although the dollar
h) figure is still $7608 to $4804 million in 1981, German trade as
i a percentage of total exports, is decreasing while the U.3.
2l trade has tripled. Fercentage of GDF figures show an increasme
o of 6é& percent for the FRG while the U.3. trade has daoubled.
1304 (11:62) In summary of these lLrade issues, the Eurnapeans swee it
aj this way: "Trade was increasingly regarded as &n economic
i?w asset, not a political weapon.” (4:Z3) Frauss put forth bwo
issues in the guise of detente to support his argument: his
RTA stand on the pipeline issue and trade with the Eask. Fraom a
": U.S. perspective, he maybe correct.
g* Finally, Fkrauss spoke of the lack of European support  foar
’JR U.s. worldwide efforts. He says, "The United States spends
) some $1335 billion a year on NATO and, for good reason, marny
R Americans are wondering why — particularly when, on several
c}n occasions, the NATO bases we pay for are not  put  at  owr
fw disposal when we need them." (7:468) He adde ~umercus other
vy dizcontents: West German and other Ewropezns® drive troward
S.Q neutrality, and lack of allied support in Afghanistan and
Central America, to name a few., (7:~-) Folitically, ws do nnt
sﬁ* get support so we should withdraw. S5ome of these discontents
% will be examined next.
ﬁ: Concerning neutralism, FKrauss is correct in saying Germnan
o people would prefer neutrality. But when given the aption of
. an alliance with the U.S5. or neutrality, over half preferrad
ol the alliance. Over 80% thirk American troops are either
: . important or indispensable in Europe. And when & countries in
d-u NATO (U.k., France, FRG, Italy, Netherlands, and Norway) were
*h asked whether they should beleng to the Alliance or become
@3- neutral, the average was over 70% preferring to stay with the
. Alliance. (10:9-14) Ferceptions are Germany or Europe in the
g
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e of difficult decisions ars torning newtral. Maybe, it is
ir way of praserving detente.

Wh=e the Soviebs invaded Afgharnistan, Tias ' %
o sacking from the allies, Wiy i T F e et Lt "E 2w
Cprans agresd  cihl the Clnlted Stal sz ars)ysis that  the
Aazion was port of a Zoviet grand design against the  Feor sian

f  or any obther shrategic ezgion of the world.” (1:77)  When
. S, azked its alliews meet, French Frime Minister Rarre

]
<, "France does not wish bt contribute to any reawakening of
Cutd War by adopting an extreme attitude." (11:118)

- asked for oa

Fresident® Mitterand oppoz=d the Afghanistan affair and
vigan palicy o thie Caribbean (= reazon he cpposed
. 3. Dipsline  embargo. Hea e 2]t Liofee rate his
} = : @ AN

£ "B

@ Er

iy YD American pol oy v Cete o

=3 ol ; A ica o bl e el Y
G wers  rooted 0 opelitical) =pmbodise - of VLE.
A eanbior fem oo omel e = .. 11T

hetween Americs and Eos oo

Sowe  say "...sincse i ff 3
standing they sre coabe !l i geographys: w3z P

K PR

ez there," (113167 Nther s say 2100 IE= SN R
= allies ars
o support 7k,
patient of the

predomimances &y hhe onls owoelad oz, I TIPS o
' - -

ot an

1low our 2very win m. Fissimgse oot it
ply by saying "ouwr ichkerests are not  dderntiocal L I
gle respes ! H: 271 IFf we sssoclate cur oconbeii o4 on
NATO as inle o dictate policy, e Wi
1sfied, a  gersare? answer bo oall
tenti o=, it hest:

[
LR
a

U.S.~BEuwropean disagresnent« aboal policy in 3211 thieoes
many cazas stem, rather, from two sawoess the versy
different means of action that are avsilable o the
Varlious countries, and Fheir  often diFFers !
perceptions  oFf  what iz happening in & glven DXk,

(1257

.

As Ffar 2z his concluziaon of Uroop withdeawal, thi=z 1z
e propoEal., Evern "Brze:iaskl and Hissingse : i -
tial redszployments to enable the Unibked States
ces  at will in locations such as the Middle Rast."  *%:

to rebut his summary:

Westarn Europe i3 the forward defernze line of the
tates., Orr forces ars bherse nnt Sl NS A
chari ty SRR self—-intetr et THieir url Taten &0
withdrawal would reduce bhie nuclesr theeshold, anclo
the political bergain that  cuppostz the mili!s

9




alliance,
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discourage further Western Ewropean efforts

«e. Aand undermine ouwr security., (7:38%4)

In sumnmary,

claims accurate” The 1.5, doms

are Fraus

supply  the largest amount of funds. Detente or  the Eurcpean

desire

support Ffram

altogether, one word has been used in each claim:  gsroeshion.
Mel vy Hrauses e

detente otill

political support.
and  his response correck, we'll take « crilic

next chapter.

for  a
and ocoasionally,  we do nob geb the desired level of gpolitical

smoother relationship with the Soviets e rezl,
P 1

the &allies. As a general bl mad  to tie

thiet

1 o f ‘alljmd

perceives a lack of financial

hurbts  the Alliance, and & 1ac
Whethar his meanner of arnh\‘n «ia 1e loaygioal
41 VLoolh in the

10

h!;.u'aht 4 (OO OO xR k 0
RN K {Q 5 l W ) t Q B G‘Q l" L5 39; ..‘Q l 3 “P l“’ﬁ Q":"!l -.‘ I ‘l,' [} ':ia'i‘k'l"'itg.a\‘.g‘l [} ‘v.!',h ,’4 -'Q:Q!I: p't ] lf.




a0

N A

!

i

* \

Ay

;f Chapter Four

:x '

™ A CRITICAL LOOK

ot

1 RBefore +this authar plays his cards regarding the contents

e of the book and my and others’ criticisms of i1t, let’s take a

‘o) look at the book itself. Erauss’ argument could be improved by

n\e changing his topic sentence, his title, and the organization of

%: the book. How NATO Weakens the West can lead a casual observer

N to believe the Alliance weakens all countries in  the Westh.
What he means to say is How NATO Weakens the United Ztates.

PQ Furthermor=, his thesis is awhkward without an  introductior.

>43 The method in which he attacks the weakness alsoc zseems

’b diciointed. This author could have establizhed in an

¥ou introduction rhat a sovereign country has thres forms of

%j power: political, military and economic. Then, arguments

developed under each of these headings as to how NATO weakens
each one of "ouw'" powers could be presented.

o
{ : 3

A Although all of his numerical and historical facts are
oo true, as previously mentioned, his percepticns  of the
:3 situations guided his decision-making. He admitted in my phone
‘ conversation this was his first book on foreign policy, and, &s
X this author and book reviewsr Alvin BRernstein noted, his
Y approach is of an economist, a "supply-sider" in particular.
KN T:78) With "Reaganomics'" and the assertions of his previous
:i book, Development without Aid. Krauss sees the raduction in
S subsidies would result in the recipients having Lo  apply
) themselves more. (20: 80 Thus if we simply withdraw our
W military support from MATO, the Europeans will  automaticall
d* incresse their defense sffort. The relaticnship of egunomlc
:* theories and political realities are the same according to his
P logic.
W
@ You oan zee perceptions are difficullt to attack; so we'll
e confront his conclusion. Car the .S, afford to leave Western
! Europe?
" A . .
& It’s true that this main leverage we have 1in ralﬁimg
'f the matter of relative defense cost with our allies

) is the threat, at leazt implicit, to wlf!draw oLy
IR enormous  subsidy., Arnd it s al=zo btrue that we™d be
: crazy to do this without bteing sure that the sllies
:w would take up the burden themselves. f1A: A
a
-ﬂ Sa, «s Krauss suggestad, the five-year wittdrawal will i the

: Euvropes s the opnoctoanity  to establish leaderztop and A

"
3‘ 11
3
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defensive policy. He must conclude the European continent
holds no strategic value. Arnother would argue: "the presernce
of a free Western Europe is a detriment to the Soviet control
of Eastern Europe, bottling up the Soviet submarirmne forcee  on
the north and south flank would keesp sea linpes of communical ton
open to Western Eurcope in times of conflict and "European baszas
are physically well structured to support cperations in varions
parts of the Third World...." (15:32) These are thrse points
Frauss neglected to present. Is the cost worth the strateyic
importance?

The Europsans (politicirans, military officers, and pescs
activists) gave a response to a unilateral withdrawal of U.35.

troops. In a near consensus vote they said it e sawould seemn
to signal a reduced Soviet threat...," "...put in doubt the
whole concept of Fforward defense....," "...would Fforce us
(Germany) tz go to nuclear war even =arlier...,"” "...would

signal the end of U.S. interest in Europe.," and "...would =alszsno
undercut or complicate on-—-going and proposed arms  conteol
talks." (27 :73~748) These do not even mention the political
ramifications it would have with other allies zround the world.

Although he does receive some accolades on his book, here
are general comments against it:

“es. Krauss here stumbles through the thickets of
international affairs armed only with the analytical
tools...of a free market economist. (1Z:73)

... his daredevil proposals... (20:85)

. e Krauss fails to take account of the actual his-
tory of U.S. foreign policy over the past twenty
years, (21:4%5)

This is a risky policy... carrying with it the danger
of throwing the baby out with the bath-water.
(18:1271)

«e» Drings precious little to support his assumptions
than analogies with economic theory ... (16:11)

«os author’s ipattention not only to political
effects but to military balance. (16:11)

This author®s conclusions run along similar lirnes.

In his defense, Europe could dao more. As & super—econcomic
power it should bhave & policy "that 1looks beyond the
geographical confines of Eurcpe."” (81363 Retter yet, =ach
country will bhave to make more political concessions for the
better of the whole by attempting to look at the situation

12




o
a5
R
: o through the eyes of others. The U.5. will have to realize its
i ; perceptions may not be that of the whole, and it will be able
:n% tq achievea "mare allied «cooperation bult at the price of
{ f diluting American control-more and more often in the fubture.”
e (11:24) Our perceptions may be different, and we must remsntier
ey "shared values do not mean identical economic and political
N interests and responsibilities." (P:106)
A
ﬂ&u But should we be ready to pull out +For the sake of
v) unilateralism or isolationalism? No! Detearrence 1S a
iy difficult product to purchase, talk about, or hold in vour
W Fand; but it's easy to tell if it's working. Our perception of
gr; the situation maybe ouwr own fault. Henry Fissinger said, "DOur
A doctrine of MAD (mutual assured destruction) removed svery
55} incentive for the Allies to make substantial nilitary
contributions.” (Z:87) And thus, the current envivonosnt
);} couvld be ouwr own doing.
1 \f_
) ? My opinion i3z we cannot afford to abandon our long time
:fﬁ allies without assurances of their increased input to the new
e alliance, and they cannot survive the short term without our
_ ezonomic  and military commitment to them. Before planes and
N ships loaded with +troops and supplies leave the continent,
=:U logistical shortcaomings must be resolved. More importantly,
gﬁ; political leadership of the new military alliance mu=zt e
;jq determined. Eurgpe 1is too strategically important to leave
NN dangling in front of the Soviet influence too and strategically
positioned near the Third World for us to abandon asz a bass of
'§ operation.
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,ﬁ: Chapter Five

N CONCLUSION

05

f‘ To sum up this analysis, were you brought down th=2 desired

A path? First, a short biography on the author, Melvyn R, Frauss

v, was completed. We saw he is an economist attempting his first

i book relating +o foreign policy. Next, we went through a gquiucth

ﬁ:' summary 2+ the book. We then arrived at a perceptual stalemate

%n' after we examined his thra® malor pieces of evidence: s
burden-sharing, detsnte as defense, and political disuanity.

) From this, we went to KFrauss®™ conclusion of a U.S. troop

¥ b withdrawal from NATO. Firally, the organization =f the book,

iﬁ Krauss® ~onclusion, and my criticism and that of oth=r book

*“ﬁ reviewers w=re examined and present=d.

1l

i Overall, FKrauss brought forth interesting but not new

W criticisms of the Alliance. He displayed a poor background in

. international politics, and military strategy and his

- conclusion reflected this. For the Alliance to swvive though,

,?: countries are going to have to make the tough =conomic and

.: political decisions that krauss referred to. If Europears want
to maintain the way of life they are accustomed, they must

s subsidize the military to counter the real/perceived threat. A

Q - united states of Europe, which some of you have heard abuout, is

?f a great American idea, but for it to eventually hapnen is a

bq pipe dream. So many varied cultures willing to sacrifice their

ﬂ‘. political powsr for thal of the whole is unlikely.

w{, In my rezearch, it was interesting to see the varied

p&: points of view between continents and countrymen. It was also

!ﬁh easy to discover there are many "experts”" in isclated fields

3 but to find one with an overall worhkable plan, there ar= few.

'h- There are many gquestions (critics) but few answers (actors).

gf This book analyszsis should if nothing elise, make all of us

& who are book readers locok irnto the authors? backgrounds and

f experiencaes before blindly following their asserticns or their

o interprztations of facts. If you do2sire a one sided argumen: on

o the U.5. participation in the Alliance though, read How HNATO
Weakens the West.
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